Escape from Terror
an anti-Nazi and defend the honour of a woman.
However, witnesses of the slander,, people who were
not members of our party, but who respected me,
came to the party office and offered to testify in my
behalf in the event of a trial. The party office, there-
fore, thought it was my duty to sue, feeling that the
courageous attitude of citizens ready to testify against
the Nazis in a time when it was dangerous to do so
could not be ignored.
The trial came. Otto Landsberg again was my
lawyer. I could not be disappointed, having only
contempt for the majority of the judges. I was, how-
ever, curious to see how they would handle the case
if our witnesses stuck to their testimony. And our
witnesses did remain firm and told what they had
heard. But the Nazis, trusting to the judges* bias,
found an easy way out. They sent three of their men
with orders to testify under oath that they had been
present at the conversation (which our witnesses denied)
and that they had heard my name mentioned but not
the incriminating remark. They insisted they would
have heard it had the remark been made. According
to all previous practice of the courts, positive assertions
cannot be refuted by negative ones. But in this case
the judges declared that the conflicting statements
cancelled each other, and they acquitted the defendant.
That the Nazis had committed perjury did not concern
the judges any more than did the honour of an anti-
Nazi woman. The only thing that seemed important
to them was the preservation of their jobs in the event
of a Nazi victory. Those who fought fascism in
Germany were outlawed long before the Nazis seized
power. We had to run the gauntlet and needed strong
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